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December 10, 2002

By Electronic Filing

Marlene H. Dortch
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C.  20554

Re: Application by SBC Communications Inc., Pacific Bell Telephone
Company, and Southwestern Bell Communications Services, Inc. for
Provision of In-Region, InterLATA Services in California; WC Docket No.
02-306 -- Ex Parte Filing                                                                          

Dear Ms. Dortch:

At the request of Commission Staff, AT&T submits this ex parte letter to describe
a new respect in which SBC’s test environment fails to mirror the production environment and
operates to deny CLECs nondiscriminatory access to SBC’s operations support systems.  This
recent experience, which arises from AT&T’s efforts to migrate its customers to facilities-based
service, together with the other deficiencies in SBC’s test environment that AT&T has
previously described,1 confirm that the problems in the test environment are systemic rather than
isolated in nature, and are operating to delay competition, including facilities-based competition.
Indeed, SBC Pacific has not given (and cannot give) AT&T any assurances that additional
failures of the test environment to mirror production will not occur.  As the latest example
described herein shows, SBC’s inadequate test environment is impeding AT&T’s ability to
migrate UNE-P customers to facilities-based service and to provide a competitive alternative to
Pacific’s monopoly over residential DSL service. 

As part of its efforts to provide DSL service to California customers using
AT&T’s network and UNE loops, AT&T exercised a joint EDI test plan in September and
October 2002 that contained a test case for the migration of existing AT&T customers from
                                                

1 AT&T at 40-41 & Willard Decl., ¶ 33-42; AT&T Reply at 20-21 & Willard Reply Decl., ¶¶ 7-
11; AT&T November 27 ex parte, Supplemental Willard Decl. ¶¶ 43-59.
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service through the UNE platform to service through UNE loops.  AT&T’s test case was
accepted and processed in Pacific’s systems.  However, when AT&T submitted such orders in
actual commercial production, they were rejected on the grounds that the LSR contained a
directory listing without requesting a modification to the listing – even though the test case,
which was successful, contained the same type of information.2

On November 13, Pacific advised the Commission that it had implemented an
“enhancement” (effective that same day) that removed an edit from LSOR version 3.06 so that
“AT&T could replace main directory listing information on a migration of its existing customer
without first removing the existing main listing.”  Thus, SBC Pacific stated, “AT&T should no
longer receive a reject on this type of transaction in either the production environment or the test
environment.”3  

Although the implementation of this “enhancement” appears to have ended the
rejections of orders on the basis of the inclusion of directory listing information, migration
orders submitted in commercial production are now being rejected for a different reason, even
though the same type of order was  accepted and processed in the test environment.

Specifically, in early October AT&T submitted an order in the test environment
for the conversion of a customer from UNE-P POTS service to xDSL UNE loop service with
local number portability (“LNP”).  On this LSR, AT&T used Request Type “B” (UNE Loop
with LNP) and an Activity Code of “V” (Conversion), as AT&T had specified in the test case
description that it had previously provided to SBC Pacific.4  Because this Request Type
(REQTYP) and Activity are reflected in SBC/Pacific Bell’s LSOR 3.06 as a valid combination,
AT&T submitted a single LSR for this scenario.5  AT&T received a firm order confirmation for
the single LSR, and the order was completed. 

                                                

2Willard Reply Decl., ¶¶ 7-11; Supplemental Willard Decl., ¶ 53. 
3Ex parte letter from Geoffrey M. Klineberg to Marlene H. Dortch, dated November 13, 2002,
Att. at 5; Supplemental Willard Decl., ¶ 58. 
4See Supplemental Willard Decl., Att. 3, “Test Cases – UNE-L” at 6, Test Case 5.1 (describing
UNE-P to UNE-L migration involving Request Type “B” and Activity Code “V”).  See also id.,
Att. 4 (test results provided by SBC), “Test Cases – UNE-L” at 7 (description of Test Case 5.1,
with same Request Code and Activity Code).
5 In the test environment, each ordering scenario is verified using a single test case.  Previously,
when AT&T’s test plans have contained test cases that were nearly similar, SBC Pacific
complained to AT&T about the number of test cases and asserted that AT&T should be able to
successfully complete testing without duplicate or nearly duplicate test cases.  
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Because SBC Pacific claims that implementation of its November 13th
“enhancement” prevents rejections of LSRs that include unchanged directory listings, these types
of migration orders should have been successful when submitted in commercial production.
Thus, on November 14, 15 & 19, AT&T submitted three commercial LSRs, each of which
requested the conversion of a customer from UNE-P POTS service to xDSL UNE loop service
with LNP.  These three LSRs, like the LSR submitted in the test environment, used Request
Type “B” and Activity Code “V.”  

Despite the similarity of the commercial LSRs to the LSR submitted in testing, all
three of the commercial LSRs were rejected.6   When AT&T notified SBC Pacific about these
rejections, SBC Pacific responded that a single LSR cannot be used to migrate a customer from
UNE-P to xDSL UNE loop service.  Instead, SBC Pacific suggested, a CLEC must submit two
LSRs – one LSR requesting that the UNE-P be disconnected, and a second LSR requesting a
UNE loop with LNP – and that the CLEC must relate the two LSRs through the Related
Purchase Order Number (“RPON”) field of the two LSRs.7  

SBC’s rejection of AT&T’s commercial migration orders is further proof that that
SBC’s test environment does not mirror the production environment.  AT&T’s use of a single
LSR in commercial production to request the migration of a particular customer from UNE-P to
xDSL UNE loop service was fully consistent with the approach that it followed in testing.  SBC
did not object to AT&T’s test plan, provided to SBC in the summer of 2002, in which AT&T
indicated, inter alia, that it planned to test the use of a single order for such migrations, even
though SBC did comment on other aspects of the test plan.  And as noted above, the order for
such a migration that AT&T submitted in its actual test was successful.  Indeed, AT&T’s use of
a single order for its commercial migrations was consistent not only with its successful testing of
such orders with Pacific, but with AT&T’s prior experience with SBC’s operations supports
systems.8  When AT&T pointed out to an SBC Pacific account representative that the test
scenario had completed successfully in the test environment, the account executive expressed

                                                

6 AT&T originally submitted two of the LSRs on November 14, and the third LSR on November
15.  When all those LSRs were rejected, AT&T resubmitted all three LSRs on November 19 –
and they were again rejected.
7 Pacific’s own Local Service Ordering Rules indicate that the use of Request Type “B” with
Activity Code “V” on an LSR is a valid combination.
8 For example, AT&T successfully used a single LSR for UNE-P to UNE-L migrations in its
extensive trial last year of SBC’s interfaces in Texas.   See “Executive Summary:  UNE-P to
UNE-L Conversion:  Post Mortem of Manual Trial and User Requirements” (dated September 5,
2001), at 3, Section 3.1.9 (attached hereto as Attachment 1).  Given that SBC is required to have
uniform interfaces throughout its 13-state region, AT&T expected that it could also use such a
single order in California.  
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surprise at AT&T’s belief that the fact that the order passed in the test environment would mean
that the order would be accepted in production, and concluded that this “may get down to
nothing more than an oversight.”9  SBC has not yet explained why it did not cite the use of a
single LSR as a cause for the rejection of the commercial orders submitted prior to November
13; at that time, SBC Pacific stated only that the orders were being rejected because they
included directory listing information that was not being changed.  

Of course, SBC Pacific’s suggestion that AT&T’s success in the test environment
may reflect only an “oversight” would, if confirmed, simply provide more evidence that the test
environment does not mirror production, because the single LSR that AT&T submitted in the test
environment was not rejected, even though it reflected the same information as the single LSRs
submitted in actual production.   Furthermore, like the rejections of AT&T’s LSRs that occurred
prior to implementation of the November 13th “enhancement,” the rejections of the three single
LSRs submitted on November 14, 15, and 19 has delayed the launch of AT&T’s voice and data
offering using UNE loops and AT&T’s own switching.10  Because the rejection of these
commercial LSRs submitted showed that the use of a single LSRs for such migrations would be
rejected in production, AT&T decided not to send any more such orders to SBC Pacific until the
problem is resolved.

AT&T’s plan to offer voice and data service using UNE loops and AT&T’s own
switches is an  integral part of its objectives of providing local exchange service through its own
facilities, and of providing DSL service as part of a bundled package with local exchange
service.11  AT&T seeks to migrate its customers from the UNE-P to xDSL UNE loop service to
support its DSL offering for consumers in California.  AT&T had scheduled the introduction of
this offering in California for January 2003.  However, if AT&T is required to implement (and
use) a two-LSR ordering process to avoid order rejections, the launch of that service will be
delayed by at least six months because development of such a process would be an extremely
costly, complex, and time-consuming task.  Even if the two-order process works as intended, the
experience of AT&T’s test orders shows that, if there are additional reasons causing rejection of
the order, AT&T will not learn them until it once again experiences order rejections in
commercial production.  

                                                

9 Electronic mail message from Melonie Temple (SWBT) to Walter W. Willard (AT&T) and
Arthur A. Weil (SBC Pacific), dated December 5, 2002 (attached hereto as Attachment 2).
10See Willard Reply Decl, ¶ 11 (describing the delay in AT&T’s UNE-P to UNE-L migrations
previously caused because migration orders were rejected in actual production on the ground that
they included the customer’s directory listing without requesting modification of the listing, until
AT&T’s systems -- which had provided for automatic inclusion of directory listing information -
- could be modified). 
11Willard Reply Decl., ¶ 7. 
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The delay caused by Pacific’s “one-reason-at-a time” approach to identifying
deficiencies in its test environment is particularly detrimental to California consumers in this
instance.  The CPUC found that “Pacific’s DSL market dominance in California is increasing
while its competitors’ DSL market share is shrinking,” and “the majority of California ratepayers
have no provider choice other than Pacific for DSL access service,”12 and Pacific’s inadequate
test environment is now delaying AT&T’s ability to provide consumers an alternative to SBC
Pacific’s DSL service.

Both before and after SBC Pacific implemented its “enhancement” on November
13, AT&T’s experience in the test environment led it to believe that its UNE-P to UNE-L
migration orders would be successful in actual production.  That did not happen.  Instead, AT&T
has been impaired and delayed in implementing its strategy of providing local exchange service
through its own facilities.  

SBC Pacific bears the burden of showing that its test environment mirrors the
production environment.  Clearly, it has not done so.  Just during the 90-day review period since
the filing of SBC Pacific’s Application, AT&T has described several examples that make it
evident that the test environment fails to mirror production.  Specifically, in addition to the
failings cited in AT&T’s Opening Comments, AT&T has described (in its Reply Comments,
Supplemental Comments, and ex parte filings) two significant examples occurring subsequent to
the filing of the Application that demonstrate that the test environment does not mirror
production.  SBC has neither disputed the accuracy of these examples, nor demonstrated that
they are isolated incidents.  To the contrary, AT&T’s cumulative experience with SBC Pacific’s
test environment demonstrates serious, fundamental flaws in Pacific’s systems that will
significantly delay facilities-based voice and DSL competition in California.  For these reasons,
the deficiencies in the test environment, by themselves, require denial of SBC Pacific’s
Application.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Richard E. Young                     
     Richard E. Young

                                                

12CPUC 2002 271 Order at 226. 






















